Message sent Lo the following reciplents:
Veamaerayl Communications Commlssion Chair Powell
fooacsa. Jomrun fations Commissionery Martin

Fearral Communications Commissioner Copps
Federal Communzvca+tions Comm.ssioner Abernathy

Fodrral Communicarions Commissionrer Adelstein s
Doc<get 9€-45 PCC Official Comments ';H“J
FOZ Information N
Massage text follows: /;\*\ N
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(- z21plent address was i1nserted herel

Deur [reciplent name was inserted here],

OO Dncket Nes 96-45, 98-171, ©90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
NSD b1le No L-00-72.

T am opfosed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
v FOT to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
betore ¢hanging the current system. Chargaing $1 or more per month
rejardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s net fair. This
w11l greatly i1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the

abl1' _ty for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

fme USE was created to make phone service affordable i1n rural America and
was updated to i1ncrease the availability of communication services to
s~hoals, libraries, rural health centers, educational ainstitutions and
low—1ncome 1ndividuals 1n the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
I 4o met think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
regardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
1ntetrstare calls.

Tne proposed change 1s especially unfair for low-velume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, if any, long
distance calls. A contraibution system 1s fair, eguitable and
nondiscraiminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wireless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
income tax ¢n our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pack of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits
atl " oharge for wireless phones?

Sinderely,

Mam Ty Uampber 1




Mewsage sent to the following reciplents-
Faderal Communications Commission Chair Powell

Foderal Communications Commissioner Martin

Fedarsl Camrurnacations Commissiconer Copps

=d=rz3l Tomrunications Commissioner Abernathy PN

ted=ral Coawunications Commissioner Adelstein /jigﬂ
;

Dacket 96-4L PCC Official Comments
FO7 Irfecrmation

Messagje text follows:
2l zabeth sharp

137 conselyea
orodxlyr, NY 11211-2302

Sz omber P27, 20023

.

cro ..pirent address was 1nsertea here]

Dzat [recipient name was 1nserted here],

C2 oOoucket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 585-116, 98-170 and
NGD File No, L-00-72.

T am opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
tn= PCC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
o>fure changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month

g dless of how much or how laittle we use our phone 1s not fair. Thas
wt . Jrealt .y 1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
s oy for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The U3F was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
~as updated to 1ncrease the availability of communication services to
s~"ools, libraries, rural health centers, educational instatutions and
low-1ncome 1ndividuals in the United States. Now you want to change 2t and
1 40 not think i1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
rejardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
mntorstate calls.

Th: rropesec change 1s especially unfarr for low-volume users that rely on
wWwireless service tor safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, eguitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wireless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a bklanket
ncome tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
paczk of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size [1its

+ 1" charge for wireless phones?

Sincerely,

v zabeth sharp




~ M=ssadge scnt to the following reciplients:
Froaeral Communications Commission Chair Powell
Toneral Comrunications Commissiconer Martin
Foa-ray Uommunlcations Commissioner Jopps
Fardaral Commanicat tons Commissioner Abernathy
Foudotar Zommunicaticns Commlssioner Adelsteln

Dar < bown=4t FCC Otfaial Comments

I Trntermation

Mzwsa3e text follows:

W41 ren wWinter

34+3 Trdian Lane
Dorasville, GA 30340-2708

Sow omper 22, 20073

[te2plent address was 1nserted here]

Dear [recipilent name was 1nserted herej,

CZ vocket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, $9-200, 985-1le6, 98-170 and
N3D File No. L-00-72.

I am opfosea to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Pund. I urge
T FCC to carefully consider the i1mpact of these changes on consumers
befsre changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month

te jardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
wil. greatly 1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
apility for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The USF was credated to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was Lpdated to increase the availlability of communication services to
schocls, libraries, rural health centers, educational i1nstitutions and
low—:ncome 1ndividuals i1n the United States. Now you want to change 1t and

do net think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
regardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
interstate calls.

The proposed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
dlztance calls. A contraibution system 1s fair, equitable and
nordiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wireless phone customers. Keep this faar. We don't have a blanket
tncome tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pack of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits
411" charge for wireless phones?

S.onverely,

Wearrzen Winter




Message sent Lo the following recipilents:
Fec=ral Commuinicatl:ions Commission Chair Powell
Fea=ral Communicaticons Commissioner Martin o
~o=ral Communications Commissioner Copps N
Federal Communicaricns Commissioner Abernathy
deral Communications Commissioner Adelstein
Ccket Mh-47 FCC Offici1al Comments

O Iniormation

M-wsige fFext follows:

Bewvarly Smiln

Ban< Bramlner

4 soucher Blwvd
Baltimore, MDD 21286-2965

September 23, 2003

[reziplent address was 1nserted here]

D=cr [revipient name was 1nserted here],

-

CT Jdocket Nes 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 85-1l1l6, ©8-170 and
NaD F1ile MNo. L-00-72.

Toom o osed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
tie ¢2C to carerully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
berfore changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
w1l l greatly i1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
ap1 ity for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The NSE was created fo make phone service affordable in rural America and
a3 uwpdated to 1ncrease the availability of communication services to
schools, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
ow-income 1ndividuals in the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
I 20 not tnaink 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
rezardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
1nterstate calls.

k3

=

The proposed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, i1f any, long
distance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory and sheould be left alone. Please do not penalize
wirelese phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
1n-ome tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
Za roof gum and an automobile, so why should there be & "one size fits
17" ~harge for wireless phones?

Sinverely,

Bevcrly A. Smith
Batk Lramlner
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Mz-wnae senl ta Lhe following recipilients:
T Commdantcations Commrssion Chair Powell
b= I tamrunications Commissionery Martin
12230 CTomrunzcations Commissicner Copps
d=ratl Cemrunicstions Commlssioner Abernathy
rderal Comrunications Commissioner Adelstein
Jorket we-4T FOC Offi1c1al Comments

FOZ Information

Mewssale fText follows:

ar- "~ lews

4 ount exscutive

139C3 zterri draive

ts - churckh, VA Z22043-1071

Seprember 22, 2003

[reciplent address was inserted here]

Dea- [reciplent name was 1nserted here],

CT TJooket Neos 96-45, ©98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
N3 1le No. L-00-72.

I am opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
*oe Por oo carefully consider the 1mpact of these changes on consumers
nztuore changing the current system Charging $1 or more per month
reqgardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
will greatly increase the cost of phone service and 1t could i1mpact the
api1lity for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

Tre USF was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to 1ncrease the availabiliaty of communication services to
schools, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low-1ncome Lndividuals in the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
dr not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month

zardless of how much or how little they use thelr wireless phone for
(nwrstave calls.

- K

o
7l

The preposed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls. A contribution system is falr, eguitable and
nond.scriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wlireless phone customers. Keep this fair We don't have a blanket
income tax oh our ennual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pa~k of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fi1ts

1" tharge for wireless phones?

[ U,




Message sent to the following reciplents.
Federal Communications Commission Chair Powell
Federal Comrunical 1ons Commissioner Martin
Federal Comrunications Commissicner Copps
Federal Comruniaations Commissicner Abernathy
Fs ierral Communications Commissioner Adelstein
Do ket wn—4% FCC OLfi1cial Comments

YOT lnvoirmaticn
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lt=1prent address was 1nserted here]

Dzgr [reciplent name was 1nserted here],

C2 Docket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 9%-200, 95-1le6, 98-170 and

N52 t1ie No. L-Q0-72.

I am opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
tne FCC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
oefore changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
ragardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
wil, greatly i1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the

anr.1ty for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The USEF was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to i1ncrease the availability of communication services to
schools, libraraies, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low—1ncome 1ndividuals in the United States. Now you want to change it and
I do not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
regardiess of how much or how little they use their wireless phone feor
lnterstate calls.

The proposed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
w."eless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
d:r:stance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nordiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wlreless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
insone tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pack of gum and an automcbile, so why should there be a "one size fits
211" charge for wireless phones?

Sincerely,

Jornson
it ce Manager
~12l 66900




Mz=3ag= sent to the following recipients:
Faeaeral Communications Commission Chair Powell
Faederal Communications Commlssioner Martin
Federal Communications Commissiconer Copps
Fedrral Commrunications Commissicner Abernathy
Federal Conrunications Commissioner Adelstein
O kel »6=4> FCC 0Official Comments

DT o Irtarnal von

Moe saae text follows:
FEadwitd Fine

31% toath P1.

Loslsdtlle, CO A002:-1648
Serrember 23, 2003

l[recipient address was 1inserted here]

2a7 lrecipient name was 1nserted herej,

~Z Jocketr MNos 96-45, 98-171, S0-571, 92-237, 9%-200, 985-11l6, 98-170 and
NSD tale No. L-0C-72.

T wm opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
tne FCC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
belfore changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per menth
regardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
will greatly increase the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
api1lity for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The U3F was created to make phone service affordable 1n rural America and
was Lpdated to 1ncrease the availability of communication services to
s-hoels, Jlibraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low—income 1ndividuals in the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
I 2o not think 1t 1s fair to charge everyboedy 51 dollar per month
regardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
1terstate calls.

Tne proposed change 15 especlally unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wircless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
duslance calls. A contributicn system 1s fair, eguitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wireless phone customers. Keep this fair. We den't have a blanket
Latome tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pa-h of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits
a_." wharge for wireless phones?

Sincerely,

Sdword Hine




Messsje sent to the following reciplents:
Feu=1a: Jommunicat tons Commission Chalir Powell
Feosral Communications Commissioner Martin
Feagral Communicaticons Commissioner Copps
Federal Communzcaticons Commissioner ARbernathy
Federal Communacations Commissioner Adelsteln ‘
Dooke-t 56-45L FCC Official Comments ST
FCT Tntoriet1on .
Message text follows:
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[rezipient address was 1nserted here]

Dear [recaipient name was inserted here],

0 Losket Nos S6-45, 98-171, %0~-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 28-170 and
NS Frle Neo. L-00-72

arm apposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
cac FCC to carefuily consider the impact of these changes on consumers
betore changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
wil_ greatly increase the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
abi ity for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

Tne USE was created to make phone service affordable 1n rural America and
was updated to 1ncrease the availability of communication services to
schools, Jipraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low—xncome tndividuals in the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
T 30 not think 1t 15 fair to charge everybody 381 dollar per month
rezardless of now much or how lattle they use their wireless phone for
IMmterstate calls.

The proposed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, eguitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wiLreless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
1nCome rax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pack or gum and an automebile, so why should there be a "cne size fits

1. " wvharge for wireless phones?

N

Sinrerely,

Tobr 2.0 Hdoy TTI
Mister




Message sent to the followlng recipients:
tederal Commun:caticns Commission Chalir Powell
Fereral Communications Commissioner Martin
Federzl Cowrunications Commissioner Copps
Feacral Corrunicalions Commissioner Abernathy
bederal Comrunicalions Commissioner Adelsteln
Dovket we-45 FOC Offi1ci1al Comments ,
FCZ Information
Message rext follows:

mit:h arnowltz
ZrZe glastonberry rd
roe vl le, MD 20854-2642

senrembor 23, 2003

[rccipilient address was inserted here]

Dzar [recipient name was 1nserted here],

CC Jocket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, %2-237, 95-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
NSD Tile No. L-00-72.

L 3m ospposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
tne FCC to carefully consider the impact cof these changes on consumers
befare changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per meonth
rejardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
will greatly 1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
api1lity for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

Tno MSEF was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updaled to increase the availability of communication services to
schools, libraries, rural health centers, educaticnal institutions and
low-income 1ndividuals 1n the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
I do not think 3t 1s fair to charge everybody 51 dellar per month
regardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
tnterstate calls.

Tre proposed change 15 especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wire_ess service lor safety and security, and who make few, if any, long
distance calls. A contributicn system 1s fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wireless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
1ncome tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pack of gum and ar automobile, sc why should there be a "one size fits
ill" zharge for wireless phones?

Sincerely,




Message sent to the following recipients:
Faderal Communications Commissiorn Chalir Powell
Femeral Commun'cations Commissiocner Martain
Ferdaral Cemmun.cations Commissicner Copps
Feaeral Jommunications Commissioncer Abernathy
Tederal Compunications Commissiconer Adelsteln
Got ket wo-4L FCC vfficial Comments

FCT Information o

Message lext follows: RO
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Lre 1plent address was 1nserted here]

De2ar [reciplent name was 1nserted herefl,

CC Docket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
NSD File No. L-00-72.

I am oprosed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
tne tCC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
b=tore changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
re:ardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
will greatly increase the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
abi1lity for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The USF was created to make phone service affordable 1in rural America and
was updated to i1ncrease the avallabillity of communication services to
schools, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low-1ncome 1ndividuals in the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
I do not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
regardiess of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
1nerstate calls.

The proposed change is especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distence calls. A contributicon system 1s fair, eguitable and
noraiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wilireless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
income tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
cack of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits
al!" charge for wireless phones?

sincerely,




Me=-sage senl Lo the following recipients:
bederal Communications Commission Chalr Powell
Federal Communications Commissioner Martin
Fedoeral Communications Commissioner Copps
Federal Commurications Commissioner Abernathy
Fecasral Commonications Commissioner Adelstein
O ket (617 FPCOC Official Comments

FoT Inturmstion
Mes-age “ext follows:

Juwvoe Sohneirder

14 Jilley Rd

Locust Valley, NY 11560-2603
September 23, 2003

irezzpirenl address was 1nserted here]

Dear [recipient name was 1nserted here],

7 Ddocket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 9%9-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
NSU F1le No. L-00-72.

I am opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
Lne FCC to carefully consider the i1mpact of these changes on consumers
betore changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use cur phone 1s not fair. This
Wwill grratly 1increase the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
ability for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

Ime LUSF was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
wWwas updaeted to 1ncrease the availlability of communication services to
sorools, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low-a1ncome rndividuals in the United States. Now you want to change it and
I do not tnink 1t 1s fair to charge everybedy $1 dellar per month
regardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
interstate calls.,

Tne proposed change 15 especilally unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
Jdistance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alcne. Please do not penalize
wireless: phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
income Tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
paze nf gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits
a.1" charge for wireless phones?

sin.erely,

Joyvoe Scnneider




Message sent to the following reciplents.
ted=ral Comrunications Commission Chair Powell
Federal Communications Commlsslioner Martin
cedaral Communications Commlssicner Copps
Foderal Communications Commissioner Abernathy
Federal Comnunications Commlssloner Adelstein
Dooket Y9h-45 FCC Official Comments

f02 Information

Message text follows: ,/’ih
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[resipient address was i1nserted here]

Dour [reciprent name was 1nserted here],

T Deocket Nes 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-1l6, 9§-170 and
NoL o rlie No. L-00-72.

I «m opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
thoe FCC to carefully consider the impact of these changes con consumers
before changing the current system. Charging 31 or more per mcnth
regardless of how much or how little we use ocur phone is not fair. This
w1l greatly increase the cost of phone service and it could 1impact the
abii1ty for myself and others to afford landline and/cr wireless service.

T1e USF was created ho make phone service affordable in rural America and
was upcdated to increase the availabilaity of communication services to
scnools, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low-1n-cme individuals in the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
I au nct think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dellar per month
regardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
interstate calls.

Thne proposed change 1s especizlly unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, if any, long
distance calls. A contraibution system 15 fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left aione. Please do not penalize
wireless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
1ncome tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pa ¢ 2f gum and an automobile, so why should there pe a "one size fits
2.1" charge for wireless phones?

S EUELy,

Michacl D Marshall
218-05080635




M2s3sz23e sent te Lhe following recipients
Peaeral Tommunications Commission Chair FPowell
s—-aaerar Comnunications Commissioner Martin

Fxderal Communicelilons Commissioner Copps
Federal Communications Commlssioner Abernathy Mff\
Faderal Communications Commlssioner Adelsteiln ‘w'xﬂl'
Docket Y46-45 FCC Official Comments IRt
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rcezipirernl. eddress was inserted here]

-

Dzar frcciplent name was 1nserted here],

CC vocket Nes 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-1le6, 28-170 and
NSD F1le Na. L-00-72.

T an ooposed to the proposed changes te the Universal Service Fund. I urge
e P20 to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
perfore changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use cur phone 1s not fair. This
wili greatly i1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the

apitlity for myselt and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The USF was credated Lo make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to increase the availabilaty of communication services to
schools, litrar.es, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low-zncome individuals in the United States. Now you want to change i1t and
I 39 not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybedy %1 dollar per month
rajardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
lmterstate calls.

Trne proposed change 15 especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wirelass service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
d:stance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wioreless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
1ncome tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pack of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits
201" charge for wireless phones?

SLiverely,

“hiL iy Bender




M2s5a3e sent to the followling reciplents:
F-deral Communications Commission Chair Powell
Fodearal Communicarions: Commlssioner Martin
F-leral Communicarions Commissioner Copps

- derel Comrunleet tons Commlissioner Abernathy
1

Iad Trorrunicabions Commissioner Adelstein
0o Ket 9e-40 FCC 0ffL-ial Comments -~
EC™ T ormation o if"k P
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|r=iplent address was 1nserted here]

Dear Trecivient name was 1nserted herej,

CT Jocket Neos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 985-116, 98-170 and

N30 Ti1le No. L-00-72.

L sn opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
tne FCC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
before changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regyuardloss of how much or how little we use cur phone 15 not fair. This
Wil greatiy 1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the

asz'ity for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

Tne USF was created to make phone service affordable 1n rural Ameraica and
wd4s updated To increase the availability of cemmunicaticn services Lo
schools, Jibraries, rural health centers, educaticnal institutions and
low-_.ncome i1ndividusls 1n the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
T sw not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
t2gardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
1rerstate calls.

T proposed change 1s especially unfairr for low-volume users that rely on
wWwirelass service for safety and security, and who make few, if any, long
disrance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
ncridiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wireless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
Income tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pace of gum and an automoblle, so why should there be a "one size f1its
4Lll" charge for wireless phones?

S erely,




Mezsage sent to tre tellowlng reciplents.
Federal Communicat 1ons Commissicon Chair Powell
Fed:ral Comnunications Commissioner Martin
tec=ral Communicatlons Commlssioconer Copps
Fedrral Communicaticns Commlssioner Akbernathy
Federal Communications Commlissioner Adelstein
Do et w6a-4L FCC Officiral Comuents

FCL inIormetion
Message trxt rollows:

Janc Wise

Manager, 'Telco Sves
64 ) LE) treeway
Dallas, 14X 75240-6405

Septempor 24, 2003

[re..plent address was 1nserted here]

D=ar [teciplent name was 1nsected here],

U0 Oocket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 9%-200, 95-11l6, 98-170 and
M5 Faile No. L-00-72

Ianm opposed Lo the propesed changes to the Universal Service Fund. T urge
the FCC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
betore (hanging the current system. Charging $1 or more per manth
regardless of how much or how little we use our phcone is not fair. This
w1ill greatly 1ncrease the cost of phone service and it could 1mpact the
ac1lity for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

T~z NSF was created to make phone service afferdable in rurzl America and
was wpdated to increase the availability of communication services teo
s~hools, Jlilbraries, rural health centers, educaticnal 1nstitutions and
low-1income 1ndividuals i1n the United States. Now you want to change 1t and

Ao net think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
t=gardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
incerstate calls.

Tac proposed change Ls especially unfair for low-velume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, eguitable and
nordiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wlreless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
1rome tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pat of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits
4.1" ~“harge tor wireless phones”

Gincerely,

Jane M. Wise
Manager, Telco Sves




Message scnt to the following recipients:
Fed~ral Communications Commission Chair Powell

Fvgerol Communications Commissioner Martin

Fedaral ComrmuniTations Commissioner Copps - :’di
zedaral Commurications Commlssioner Abernathy ’“,»%;%f\’* X
Federa’ Communications Commissioner Adelstein Mf’}fﬁ&‘& }
Skt M6-45 FCC Official Comments iyt A
ECT I ormation Sh N 1%“3

Message mext follows: 4 ryo 4o \\
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J e e West O 1\ ‘\P F\\\\'gx

“E S0k SimiTn Road \ 'Eéi,ﬂ
Romuiues, MI 48174-4106 e

September 24, 2003

[recipirent address was i1nserted here]

Dear [recipient name was i1nserted heref,

CC o Dochker Nos 96-45, 98-171, 80-571, 9z2-237, 99-200, 95-116, 928-170 and
NS BPile Neo L-00-72

1 am opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
the “CC to carefully consider the i1mpact of these changes on consumers
betore changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use our phone is not fair. This
willl greatly 1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
ability for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

Trhe USF was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to 1ncrease the availability of communication services to
schaools, lipbraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low-1ncome 1ndividuals i1n the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
T 42 net rthink 1t 15 fair to charge everybody 51 dellar per month
ragirdless ¢f how much or how little they use their wireless pheone for
interstate calls.

The proposed change 1s especially unfair for lew-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, if any, long
dis-ance calls. A contraibution system 1s fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wWwlre.,ess phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
income tax on cur annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
par< of gum and an automoblle, so why should there be a "one size fits

3ll" ~harge for wireless phones?
rerely,
SAle & west
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l235ag9e sent to the following recipients:
edrral Commanications Commission Chair Powell
enaral Cemmuniloatiens Commissioner Martin
exzral Communications Commissioner Copps
Fodrral Communicaticns Commiss:orer Abernathy
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Federal Communicaticons Commissioner Adelstean e T
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Message text follows: %
Sean Murpny }
137 Kelorama Rd NHw - !
@ashincton, NC 20009-5152 Y ‘xRC}UM b

V- _,._-«—-"“"‘_"
SepTembor 24, 2003

[~ riolent address was 1nserted here]

D23r l[reciplent name was inserted here],

C
Y

7 Docket Nes %6-45, 98-171, %80-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
50 File No. L-00-72

3 oppesed Lo the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. T urge
e FCC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
=2fore ~hanging the current system., Charging $1 or more per month

Jardiess of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This

1. greatly 1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t cculd impact the
1l1ty for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.
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The LSE was created to make phone service affordable 1n rural America and
was updated to 1ncrease the availability of communication services to
schools, Jibrar:ies, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low—:ncome Ltndividuals in the United States. Now you want to change it and
T Jdo not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
tejardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
interstare <alls.

Th= proposed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
w.re less service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls A contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nondzscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wlteless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
1ncome tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pa:< of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits

~1" charge for wireless phones?

S1merely,

Seq, Murohy




Message senl to the following reciplents:
Federal Comawunications Commission Chair Powell
Meddzral Communicelions Commissioner Martin
Fedaral Corrunications Commissioner Copps
Fedesgl Communilaations Commissioner Abernathy
Fetizrar Communicat lons Commissioner Adelsteln
Cookit e-4h pr OFfrcial Comments
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Seprember 26, 2003

YT pient za2ddress was inserted here]

Dear [reciplent name was inserted here],

CC Docket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 380-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, %8-170 and
NS Fi1le No. L-00-72.

T am cpposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
tne $CC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
petore changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per mcnth
regardless of how much or how little we use cur phone 1s not fair. Thais
wli!l greatly 1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
ab1lity ror myself and others to afford landline and/cr wireless service,

The USF was created to make phone service affordable 1n rural America and
was updated to increase the availability of communication services to
schocls, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and

aw-income 1ndaviduals 1n the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
I 0 net think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
rrgardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
1terstate calls

Trne proposed change 15 especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
diswnve Calls. A contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nondrscriminatory and should be lett alone. Please do not penalize

wirel ess phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
income tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pack of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits
all" cnarge for wireless phones?

Do erely,

Therese &, Vaughn




Message sent to the following reciplients:
Feaaral Comrunications Commission Chair Powell
Federatl Communications Commlssioner Martin

Fed=eral Communicaticons Commissioner Copps
=deral Comnmunications Commissioner Abernathy
Federal Comrunications Commissioner Adelstein

Do “Go—4° FCC Ufficrial Comments .’
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Susan Suhmitt CC
1141e Lton Manor Drave #301 L PV'A”—P!OO

Cerrantown, MC 20876-3955

Seo-ember 26, 2003

fre-iplent zddress was inserted herel

Dear [reciplent name was 1nserted here],

CC Dockel Nos %6-45, 98-171, 90-571, %2-237, $9-200, 95-116, 98-170C and

NG File No. L-00-72

T am opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
the FCC to carefully consider the 1mpact of these changes on consumers
before changing the current system. Charging 31 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. Thas
will greatly 1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the

api1iity for myself and others to afford landline and/cr wireless service.

Tne LSF was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
wa= upcatred to increase the availability of communication services to
schocls, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low-inccome 1ndividuals i1n the United States, Now you want to change 1t and
I 40 not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
regardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
1nterstate ralls.

The pregosed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wlreless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls. B contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wlLre.ess phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
incame tax on cur annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
cac< of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits
all" charge for wireless phones?

S.ncerely,

Sus>.n Schmits
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Message sent to the following recipients:
FederaZ Communicarions Commission Chalr Powell
Federal Communicalions Commissiconer Martin
Federal Tommunications Commissioner Copps

Federal Communications Commissiconer Abernathy fﬁﬁééuﬁi}&lﬂgﬁl (A
Federal Communicarions Commissioner Adelstelin i

cockel 96-45 PCC QOfficial Comments ! NI
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Scptember 260, 2003

[reczipient address was 1nserted here]

Dear [reciplent name was 1nserted here],

CO Dccket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 9%-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
NS w1ie No.o L-QO-72.

I am cpposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
tne FCC Lo carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
befsre changing the current system Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use cur phone 1s not fair. This
will greatly increase the cost of phone service and it could impact the
ability for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The USF was created to make phone service affordable 1n rural America and
Adas upaalted Lo i1ncrease the availability of communication services to
s~hnols, librarses, rural health centers, educational institutions and
I~w—incoeme 1ndividuals 1in the United States. Now you want to change it and
i onot think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
r=gardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
inferstate calls.

The proposed change 1s espacially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, i1f any, long
dis-ance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, egquitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alcone. Please do not penalize
wlreless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
1ncoma tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
park 2f gum and an automoblle, so why should there be a "one size fits
=l " charge tor wireless phones?

fURN ‘i:‘jeilr,

b: "' carpenter




Me-Lag3e sent toc tne following reciplents:
roderal Commdenications Commission Chalr Powell
Feag=ral Communications Commissioner Martin
Fec=ral Communications Commissioner Copps
Federal Communications Commissiconer Abernathy

Federal Ceomrunaications Commissiconer Adelstein __f___,__-—~—~7;"'—|
Do ket 2Jo-45% FCC Official Comments {HECEREI]&\NSPEuTED
ECT irilormaticn i 1

Message rext follows: ! . |
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Senrtember 26, 2003

frocipilent address was inserted here]

Dear [reciplent name was inserted here],

™ Docket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
NSO r1le No  L-00-72.

Io.m oopLosses to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
the HCC to carefully consider the i1mpact of these changes on consumers
ba:rmre changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
w1ll greatly 1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
ag1 ity for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

Tne 5F was created to make phone service affordable in rural Bmerica and
was upcated to 1ncrease the availlability of communication services to
s-nanls, l:braries, rural health centers, educaticnal institutions and
lJow—neome individuals in the United States. Now you want to change 1t and

In act think it 15 fair to charge everypody $1 dollar per month
revardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
17-erstate calls.

Ine jreoposed change 1s especially unfarr for low-volume users that rely on
wlreless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
dis-ance calls. A contribution system 15 fair, eguitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wlireless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
1income tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
paz« of qum ang an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits

17 e

e sharge for wireless phones?

S teresy,

sar. fAorsington




Me-:aJe sent to tre following recipients:
Feieral Communications Commission Chair Powell
Fedaral Conmunications Commlssioner Martain

-

Federal Communical tons Commissioner Copps c T}&RNQpL{gEQ’
Federal Communications Commissioner Abernathy iRtCENh A |
F-od=~ai Communications Commissioner Adelstein ‘ i
Do k-7 Mo=15 FCC Offi. 1al Comments \
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Kimgmar, AZ Bgd01l-6460

September 26, 2003

(T2 plent aadress was 1nserted herel

Dear [recivlent name was 1nserted here],

CC Docket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 5%0-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
Nzl Frle No. L-D0-72.

T am opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
tne FZC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
berore changing trhe current system. Charging $1 or more per month
reardless of how much or how little we use our phone is not fair. Thas
Wil Jredatly 1ncrease the cost of phone service and it could impact the
abrlity for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

Th= USF was created to make phone service affordable 1n rural America and
was updated to i1ncrease the availability of communication services to
schools, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low-1ncome individuals i1n the United States. Now you want to change it and
I 4o not think 1t as fair to charge everybody $1 dellar per month
rejardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
inferstate calls.

The progosed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
w,rolese gervice for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
d.svance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, egquitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wireliess phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
income tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
Pk of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "cne size fits
311" Charge tor wireless phones?

Jincerely,

Sercara Virrae
Ter Plyer




